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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 01 December 2003 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)IEI This action is non-final. 

3)D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 ; 453 O.G. 213. 
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4a) Of the above claim(s) 

5)n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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; Claim(s) is/are objected to, 

8)n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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: 9)n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. iSee 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 



is/are withdrawn from consideration. 
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a rotational member 



DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not includ$d In this action can 
be found in a prior OfTice action. 

Claims 1 ,6 & 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takemura et al. (US 5880545 previously cited) in view of Yoshikawa et al. (JP 06- 
173956). 

With respect to claim 1 , Takemura teaches a motor having \ 
rotatably supported through a bearing device provided on a base member of the motor 
(a^ seen in Fig. 10), said bearing device including an inner ring (the race closest to Fig. 
1Q, #79) and an outer ring (the race furthest from Fig. 10, #79) and a plurality of balls 
interposed therebetween (as seen in Fig. 10), said bearing device; further including: A 
low expansion member (Fig., 10, #91) fit (the limitation of the menhber being press fit is 
a method limitation that is given little patentable weight in a product claim) around an 
outer periphery of the outer ring, wherein the low expansion member is made of resin 
(Col. 8, Lines 20-22), but it does not explicitly teach that the low expansion member has 
a lower coefficient of linear expansion than the outer ring. However, Yoshikawa 
teaches a bearing (Fig. 1, #1) with steel races (Fig. 1, #3 & 9) and| ceramic balls (Fig. 1, 
#7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the bearing system of Takemura in view of the! steel races and 
ceramic balls as taught by Yoshikawa because the bearing of Yoshikawa provides a 
means for suppressing seizure due to the abrasion of rolling elements and a cage 
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(Yoshikawa, Abstract), and also because it would have been obvious to construct the 

bearing of Takemura in view of steel races and ceramic balls since it has been held that 

one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention would choose a suitable and . 

desirable material, because it would be within the general skill of a worker in the art to 

select a material on the basis of its suitability for the intended useias a matter of obyious 

delsign choice (In re Leshin, 227 F.2d 197, 125 USPQ 416 (CCPA 1960)). The 

i I 
combination of Takemura and Yoshikawa provides a steel outer race which has a 

higher coefficient of linear expansion than the resin low expansiori member. 

With respect to claim 6, Takemura in view of Yoshikawa te^iches the bearing 
device of claim 1 , and Yoshikawa teaches that the balls are made; of ceramic material. 

With respect to claim 16, Takemura in view of Yoshikawa teaches the bearing 
device of claim 1 , and Takemura teaches that said low expansion Imember fit around the 
outer periphery of the outer ring is arranged for maintaining a radi^il clearance of said 
bearing device at a predetemiined value (Col. 8, Lines 19-27) under a varying 
temperature condition (which inherently exists). 

Claim 7 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takemura 
et al. (US 5880545 previously cited) in view of Yoshikawa et al. (JP 06-173956) further 
in view of SumI (US 6671 125). Takemura in view of Yoshikawa teaches the bearing 
device of claim 1 , but it does not specifically teach that the low expansion member is of 
a ceramic material. However, Sumi teaches a ceramic (Col. 6, Lilies 15-17) low 
expansion member (Fig. 1, #30) fit on an outer periphery of an outer ring (Fig. 1 , #21). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
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to;modify the resin low expansion member of Takemura in view of the ceramic material 
as taught by Sumi as merely a substitution of well-known and equivalent materials for 
making bearing seals. It also would have been obvious to make the low expansion 
member of Takemura from ceramic material since it has been held that one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention would choose a suitable anjd desirable material, 
because it would be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a material on 
the basis of its suitability for the Intended use as a matter of obviops design choice (In 
reiLeshin, 227 F.2d 197, 125 USPQ 416 (CCPA I960)). 

Claims 2-5,8,10,12,14 & 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.d 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Takemura et al. (US 5880545 previously cited) ;in view of Obara (US 
6i;02575 previously cited) in view of Yoshikawa et al. (JP 06-173956). 

With respect to claims 2-5, Takemura teaches a motor having a rotational 
member rotatably supported through a bearing device provided ori a base member 
thereof, said bearing device including: A shaft (as seen in Fig. 10) to which an inner 
ring (the race closest to Fig. 10, #79) is fit slideably there around, a cylindrical outer ring 
member (the race furthest from Fig. 10, #79) surrounding the shaft, a plurality of balls of 
a first row (in the first bearing: Fig. 10, #79) interposed between aifirst inner ring 
raceway fomied on an outer periphery of the inner ring and a first puter ring raceway 
formed on an inner periphery of the outer ring member (as seen iri Fig. 10), a plurality of 
balls of a second row (in the second bearing: Fig. 10, #80) interposed between a 
sebond inner ring raceway formed on an outer periphery of a secqnd inner ring and a 
second outer ring raceway formed on an inner periphery of the second outer ring 
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member (as seen in Fig. 10), and a low expansion resin (Col. 8, Ljnes 20-22) 
member/ring (Fig. 10, #91) fit (the limitation of the member/ring being press fit is a 
method limitation that is given little patentable weight in a product |claim) around an 
outer periphery of the outer ring members, the inner ring is secure^d on the shaft with 
applying an appropriate amount of preload thereon (which is inherent), and wherein the 
shaft is secured on a base member to extend therefrom (as seen in Fig. 10), and a 
central portion of the rotational member (Fig. 10, #77) is fit over the outer periphery of 
the outer ring member, but it does not teach the second inner ringi raceway formed 
directly on an outer periphery of the shaft, the first and second outer ring raceways 
being formed on the (singular) outer ring member, or that the low expansion 
m6mber/ring has a coefficient of linear expansion that is lower tha;n the coefficient of 
linear expansion of the outer ring. However, Obara teaches a second inner ring 
raceway (Fig. 7, #5) formed directly on an outer periphery of a shaft (Fig. 7, #1) and first 
and second outer ring raceways being formed on a (singular) outqr ring member (Fig. 7, 
#2); and Yoshikawa teaches a bearing (Fig. 1 , #1) with steel nace^ (Fig. 1 , #3 & 9) and 
ceramic balls (Fig. 1 , #7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at ithe time of the invention to modify the bearing system of Takeniura in view of the 
compound bearing system as taught by Obara because a compoijnd bearing system is 
easier to assemble than the conventional bearing arrangement (1.^. two separate 
bearings) of Takemura, and as merely a substitution of equally wdll-known bearing 
arrangements. It also would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the bearing system of Takemura in; view of the steel 
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races and ceramic balls as taught by Yoshikawa because the bearing of Yoshikawa 
provides a means for suppressing seizure due to the abrasion of rolling elements and a 
cage, and also because It would have been obvious to construct the bearing of 
Takemura in viev\/ of steel races and ceramic balls since it has been held that one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention would choose a suitable and desirable 
material, because it would be within the general skill of a worker iri the art to select a 
material on the basis of Its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design 
choice (In re Leshin, 227 F.2d 197, 125 USPQ 416 (CCPA 1960))i The combination of 
Tsikemura and Yoshikawa provides a steel outer race, which has k higher coefficient of 
linear expansion than the resin low expansion member/ring. 

With respect to claims 8, 1 0, 1 2 & 1 4, Takemura in view of Obara in view of 
Yoshikawa teaches the bearing device of claims 2-5, and Yoshikawa teaches that the 
balls are made of ceramic material. 

With respect to claims 1 7-20, Takemura in view of Obara irj view of Yoshikawa 
teaches the bearing device of claims 2-5, and Takemura teaches that said low 
expansion member/ring fit around the outer periphery of the outerjring is arranged for 
maintaining a radial clearance of said bearing device at a predetermined value (Col. 8, 
Lines 1 9-27) under a varying temperature condition (which inherently exists). 

Claims 9,1 1 ,13 & 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
ovier Takemura et al. (US 5880545 previously cited) in view of Obfira (US 6102575 
previously cited) in view of Yoshikawa et al. (JP 06-173956) further in view of Sumi (US 
6671 125). Takemura in view of Yoshikawa teaches the bearing dbvice of claims 2-5, 
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but it does not specifically teach that the low expansion member/ring is of a ceramic 
material. However, Sum! teaches a ceramic (Col. 6, Lines 15-17)ilow expansion 
member/ring (Fig. 1, #30) fit on an outer periphery of an outer ringj (Fig. 1, #21). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
mbdify the resin low expansion member/ring of Takemura in view bf the ceramic 
material as taught by Sumi as merely a substitution of well-known; and equivalent 
materials for making bearing seals. It also would have been obvious to make the low 
expansion member of Takemura from ceramic material since it has been held that one 
of lordinary skill in the art at the time the invention would choose al suitable and desirable 
material, because it would be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a 
material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design 
choice (In re Leshin, 227 F.2d 197, 125 USPQ 416 (CCPA 1960))^ 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, filed 12/01/2003, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-15 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. Howevjer, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US 3986754 & US 6809898 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier comm'unications from tlie 
examiner siiould be directed to Erik D. Preston wliose telephone number is (571)272- 

! 

i : 

8393. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Darren Schuberg can be reached on (571)272-2044. Jrhe fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 0;btained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status injFormation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR 6r Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-directuspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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